MUNI CI PAL SCLI D WASTE LANDFI LL NEW SOURCE
PERFORVANCE STANDARDS (NSPS) AND EM SSI ON
GUI DELINES (EG -- | SSUES AND ANSVEERS

The following list of issues and answers are provided as
a guide for those subject to the NSPS or EG as well as those
inplenmenting the NSPS or EG It is the intent of EPA to
update this list regularly as new questions and issues are
raised. |If you have a concern you feel should be addressed

here, please fax or email your question to:

Questions
Concerni ng Name Fax E- mai |
Technical /Rule Mrtha Snmith (919)541- 3470 snith. martha@panail . epa. gov

I mpl erentation Mary Ann Warner (919)541-2664 warner. nmar yann@panail . epa. gov

Addi tional information regarding the Minicipal Solid
Waste Landfill New Source Perfornmance Standards and Em ssion
Gui deli nes can be obtained fromthe foll ow ng docunents:
° Muni ci pal Solid Waste Landfills Proposed Rul e and
GQui deline, May 30, 1991 (56 FR 24468).

° Muni ci pal Solid Waste Landfills Final Rule and
Qui deline, March 12, 1996 (61 FR 9905).

o "Air Em ssions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills
- Background Information for Proposed Standards and
Em ssion Guidelines,” March 1991, EPA-450/3-90-
01l1(a).

° "Air Em ssions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills
- Background Information for Final Standards and
Gui del i nes, " Decenber 1995, EPA-453/R-94-021. This

docunment sunmarizes all public conments on the



proposed NSPS and Em ssion Cuideline and the EPA
responses.

"Enabl i ng Docunment for the New Source Performance

St andards and Em ssion Cui delines for Minici pal
Solid Waste Landfills,” March 1996 draft. Available
on the EPA's Technol ogy Transfer Network (TTN).



OVERVI EW APPLI CABI LI TY

1. Question: Wiat is required of landfills to which
the NSPS or the EG applies?

Answer : Al sources to which the NSPS or EG applies
must submt a design capacity report -- regardless of their
Size or capacity. Those sources with a design capacity
greater than or equal to 2.5 mllion My or 2.5 mllion cubic
nmeters nust al so submt periodic em ssions reports. |If those
sources emt nore than 50 My/yr of non-nethane organic
compounds (NMOC), they are required to conply with the
em ssion control requirenents of the NSPS (new | andfills) or
the EG (existing landfills).

2. Question: Wiat witten guidance is available to
assist landfill owners/operators subject to the NSPS or the
EG?

Answer : A draft enabling docunent and acconpanyi ng
appendi x are both avail able on EPA's Technol ogy Transfer
Network (TTN) electronic bulletin board (under CAAA
Title I'll, Policy Guidance). The final enabling docunent wll
be conpleted shortly, and will also be available on the TTN.
The TTN can be accessed in one of three ways:

1. by dialing (919) 541-5742 -- for nodens up to

14,400 bit per second (bps); or
2. t hrough TELNET (TELNET ttnbbs. rtpnc. epa. gov); or

3. t hrough FTP and the Wrld Wde Wb
(ftp://ttnftp.rtpnc.epa.gov). You may reach the
TTN Hel p Desk at (919) 541-5384, 11:00 a.m-5:00
p.m Eastern Tine.



3. Question:

i nformati on?

Answer :

along in inplenenting the NSPS and EG t han ot hers,
you first contact the appropriate EPA Regi onal

li sted bel ow

Who can |

contact for additional

Because sone State agencies are further

we suggest

O fice contacts

Nane Regi on Phone Fax
Jeanne Cosgrove 1 617-565-9451 617- 565-
4940
Chri stine 2 212- 637- 4022 212- 637-
DeRosa 3998
Jim Topsal e 3 215-566- 2190 215- 566-
2124
Scott Davis 4 404-347-5014, 404-347-
X 4144 3059
Charles Hatten 5 312- 886- 6031 312- 886-
5824
M ck Cote 6 214- 665-7219 214- 665-
2164
Ward Burns 7 913-551- 7960 913-551-
7065
John Dal e 8 303-312-6934 303- 312-
6064
Patricia Bowin 9 415-744-1188 415- 744-
1076
John Keenan 10 206- 553- 1817 206- 553-
0110
4. Question: A county landfill, built in the early

1970s, is in the process of closing, however,

accepti ng waste.

anot her cell obtained a pernit

under construction.

an access road.
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s still

As an expansion to the existing landfill,
in February 1993, but is stil
These two landfill sites are separated by

In order to calculate its em ssions, is this



consi dered one landfill or two? Also, is the addition of

these cells a nodification, or would it be considered a new

source? Another county landfill has two cells separated by a
county road. |Is this considered one landfill or two? A third
landfill has cells or sites separated by a golf course.

Answer : A landfill is considered a single |andfil

if the cells are contiguous and under conmon ownership or

control, even if a road or golf course separates the cells.
This is the historical interpretation for source definition
that was adopted for landfills. The additional cell(s) for
these |landfills would be considered nodifications, not the

openi ng of a new |andfill.

5. Question: In speaking with some of the states, it
seens that there is the inpression that this rule only applies
tothe landfills with a design capacity equal to or greater
than 2.5 mllion My and that those with design capacities |ess
than 2.5 mllion My do not have to do anyt hi ng.

Answer : Al sources to which the NSPS or EG applies
must submt a design capacity report -- regardless of their
desi gn capacity size.

6. Question: Wiat is the significance of the Novenber
8, 1987 date that is specified in the EG? Landfills that
accepted waste after this date are subject to the EG or the
NSPS.

Answer : The Hazardous and Solid Waste Anendnents to

RCRA of 1984 required States to establish a permt program or
ot her system of prior approval to ensure that facilities that
recei ve househol d hazardous waste or small quantity generator

hazardous waste are in conpliance with 40 CFR part 257,
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"Criteria for Cassification of Solid Waste D sposal
Facilities and Practices.” This permt programwas to be
establ i shed by Novenber 8, 1987. This date was sel ected as
the regulatory cutoff in the emssion guidelines for landfills
that are no | onger receiving wastes because EPA judged States
woul d be able to identify active facilities as of this date.

[ See pages 24475 and 24476 of the proposal preanble (in the
May 30, 1991, Federal Register ), Section IV Rationale,

Sel ection of Affected and Designated Facilities]

7. Question: \Wat are the requirenents for landfills

that close after 19877

a) Upon reading the rule it appears that these
landfills must submt an initial maximum design capacity and
initial NMOC report. Are they required to submt annual
reports docunenting the NMOC em ssions? Since their NMOC
em ssions are only going to go down it does not seemto make
sense to require a closed landfill with NMOC em ssions < 50
My/yr to submit annual NMOC reports.

b) If a closed landfill has NMOC em ssions > 50
My/yr, what are the retrofit collection/control requirenents
i ncludi ng design paraneters? Are these requirenents different
than for an active landfill that can design these systens as
they grow? Retrofitting is a |ot nore expensive.

c) Are closed landfills required to have controls
on for 15 yrs fromthe date of installation?

Answer : Al landfills whether closed or open are
required to submt a design capacity report -- regardl ess of
their size or capacity. Only those sources (closed or open)

with a design capacity greater than or equal to 2.5 mllion My



or 2.5 mllion m3 are required to submit periodic en ssions
reports.

If the landfill owner/operator can docunment in the
em ssion report that the estimated NMOC emission rate is
< 50 My/yr in each of the next 5 consecutive years, the
em ssion report may be submtted every 5 years in lieu of
annually [8 60.757(b)(1)(ii)]. This provision could be used
by closed landfills to reduce the reporting burden. |If any
changes occur, such as reopening the landfill, that would
i ncrease em ssions above 50 My/yr the owner/operator mnust
resune the annual reporting schedul e.

Cl osed and active landfills have the sane control
requi renents. These control systens are appropriate for
installation in existing landfills, such as closed landfills
or existing landfills with waste in place. During devel opnent
of the rule cost anal yses were conducted that showed t hat
t hese control systens are a cost effective neans for
controlling landfill NMOC em ssions.

Yes, closed landfills nust have controls on for 15

yrs fromthe date of installation

8. Question: |Is the following table correct for both
existing landfill sources and new |l andfill sources as defined
under Subparts Cc (Em ssion Cuidelines) and WA ( New Sour ce

Per f or mance St andards) ?



Applicability Tabl e based on 88 60.33c(a) and 60.752

Desi gn Annua

Capacity NMOC Title V
Report Enmi ssion Controls Per mi t
Size Em ssi ons Required Required Required Requi red
<2.5 EE6 M5 < 50 My/yr Yes No No *
< 2.5 EE6 My > 50 My/yr Yes No No *
> 2.5 EE6 My < 50 My/yr Yes Yes No Yes
> 2.5 EE6 My > 50 My/yr Yes Yes Yes Yes

* The landfills rule does not require a part 70 operating permt unless the
landfill is a major source as defined in part 70 or is subject to part 70 for
some other reason (e.g., subject to another NSPS or NESHAP). A landfill is a
maj or source and requires a Title V permt if the air em ssions are > 100
tons/yr or the HAP em ssions are >10 tons/yr for one HAP or 25 tons/yr for a
conmbi nation of HAP's or if it emts najor source levels of criteria pollutants
such as VOC (mmj or source thresholds are different for attainnent and

nonattai nment areas--see the definition in 40 CFR section 70.3(a)).

Answer: Yes, the information in the table appears
to be accurate. W assuned that the "Annual NMOC Eni ssion
Requi rement” colum refers to the requirenment to calculate the
NMOC.  An annual report docunenting the NMOC is required, but
if the NMOC emi ssion rate is less than 50 My per year in each
of the next 5 consecutive years, the owner or operator nay
elect to submt an estimate of the NMOC emission rate for the

next 5 year period in lieu of the annual report.



1. CONTROL REQUI REMENTS
A. Met hane

1. Question: One commenter stated that the naxi mum
500 ppm net hane surface concentration would result in reduced

Btu value of the gas. This commenter supplies gas that is 55
percent nethane to their client. The conmenter stated that
remai ni ng bel ow t he 500 ppm net hane surface concentrati on,
woul d increase the chance of air intrusion. This may result
in the nmethane concentration being reduced to 40% net hane,
which their client is not able to handle. They base their
concl usions on California, which has | ess rain and apparently
has nore sand in the cover than in Mnnesota (In Mnnesota it
is nostly clay). The commenter would like to know if the EPA
has any information on this issue.

Answer : A landfill with a clay cover should be able
to neet the 500 ppm net hane surface concentration requirenent

easily.

B. Ceneral
2. Question: Wat em ssion controls are required for
t he NSPS or the EG?

Answer :  Both the NSPS and EG require the use of
best denonstrated technol ogy (BDT) for reduction of NMOC
landfill em ssions. BDT for MWl andfills includes: (1) a
wel | designed and well operated gas collection system and
(2) a control device capable of reducing NMOC in the collected
gas by 98 percent by weight.

3. Question: If existing MWl andfills have a flare
system but do not neet the exact specifications in 40 CFR 60,

Subparts Cc and WWV are they required to "upgrade” and/or
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replace their systen? O can the State "control™ through
permtting requirenments?

Answer : In general, State plans nmust be at |east as
stringent as Subpart Cc and WWV This includes conpliance
with the flare specifications. However, in a few situations
the State standards for a specific existing landfill may be
| ess stringent than the em ssion guidelines or the NSPS. In
such cases, the State nust denonstrate that |ess stringent
requirements are warranted based on specific criteria
contained in 8§ 60.24(f) of subpart B. These criteria include
unr easonabl e costs, physical inpossibility, or other factors
specific to the landfill that nake application of a |ess
stringent standard significantly nore reasonable. |If the
State believes that an upgrade of the flare woul d neet one of
these criteria and wants to prescribe | ess stringent
specifications, it could nmake such a denonstration. These
denonstrati ons nust be reviewed by EPA as part of the State

Pl an approval process.

4. Question: The | anguage for collection systens is
inconsistent with the requirenent of a negative pressure
gradi ent at well heads. The regulation allows the use of
ei ther passive or active collection systens, but then goes on
to require a negative pressure gradient at each wellhead. A
negative pressure gradient can only be acconplished with an
active system

Answer : The rule allows flexibility for the owner
or operator to propose the use of alternative collection
systens and alternative nonitoring in their collection and
control systemdesign plan. Specifically,

8 60.752(b)(2)(1)(B) allows the owner or operator to "include
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(in the collection and control system design plan) any
alternatives to the operational standards, test nethods,
procedures, conpliance neasures, nonitoring, recordkeeping or
reporting provisions of 88 60.753 through 60. 758 proposed by

t he owner or operator."”

[1-3



I11. DESIGN CAPACI TY DETERM NATI ONS

1. Question: The maxi num design capacity of a |landfil
is specified inits solid waste permt. |If a landfill was
never permtted but has a closure/post-closure plan which
specifies the projected volunme of waste in place upon closure,
can those estimati ons be used i nstead of design cal cul ati ons?

Answer : The regul atory agency will need to nake a
determ nati on on what approach to use. A closure plan could
be a good source of information, but the regul atory agency
would likely want to verify it with calculations to be sure it

is a reasonabl e esti nate.

2. Question: Does EPA consider the use of alternative

daily cover as an increase in waste disposal capacity?
Answer : If the alternative daily cover is applied

in thinner layers and at the sane frequency as the previously
used daily cover, it could result in an increase in the
landfill's design capacity. |If this were the case, the owner
or operator would be required to obtain a pernmit or permt
nodi fication to allow an increase in landfill design capacity

above previously-permtted design capacity.
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V. ESTI MATI NG EM SSI ONS/ EM SSI ONS | NVENTORY

1. Question: If an existing landfill greater than
2.5 mllion Mg or 2.5 mllion cubic neters already has a
collection systemin place that is controlled, how should it
be determned if it emts NMOC greater than/less than
50 tons/year? Under Tier 1 calculations they would probably
show | andfill gas em ssions >50 tons/year. Under Tier 2, they
probably woul d not since they are already collecting
em ssions. |If they are collecting gas, but not controlling,
woul d Tier 2 overlook this?

Answer : The standards and gui del i nes provide
formul as and procedures for cal cul ati ng NMOC em ssi ons usi ng
sanpl es and gas flow data obtained froman existing collection
system The EPA has determ ned that the nost accurate
estimation of the NMOC em ssion rate woul d be obtai ned by such
di rect sanpling, provided correct procedures are used.
Additionally, determ ning the NMOC em ssion rate after
controls are in place is easier, because it is sinpler to
obtain the sanples and gas flow data. A landfill owner or
operator may continue to use the existing gas collection
systemas long as the systemis effectively collecting LFG
fromall gas producing areas of the landfill, and negative
pressure can be maintai ned at each wel |l head wi t hout excess air
infiltration. Quarterly nonitoring nmust al so show surface
met hane concentrations bel ow 500 ppm The adequacy of the
system nust be denonstrated to the State regul atory agency.

2. Question: Should the equations in the NSPS and EG
for estimating NMOC eni ssions be used for Title V and eni ssion

i nventory purposes?
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Answer :  The Tier 1 default values of k, L o, and
CNnvoc tend to overstate NMOC em ssion rates for nost
landfills, and are intended to be used to indicate the need to
install a collection and control systemor performa nore
detailed Tier 2 analysis. It is recomended that these
default val ues not be used for estimating landfill em ssions
for purposes other than the NSPS and EG The EPA docunent
"Conpilation of Air Pollution Em ssion Factors" (AP-42)
provi des em ssion estinmation procedures and default val ues

that can be used for em ssions inventories and ot her purposes.

3. Question: Is an em ssion inventory required even if
the landfill is not a major source?
Answer :  Yes. The requirenent for an em ssion

inventory as part of the section 111(d) State Plan is
specified in Subpart B [40 CFR § 60. 25].

4. Question: Does the landfill air em ssions nodel
handl e the situation where | eachate is recycled through the
[andfill?

Answer : The landfill air em ssions nodel does not
contain specific factors that woul d address the recycling of
| eachate through the landfill. However, under tier 3 of the
NMOC cal cul ati on procedure [8 60.754(a)(4)] the owner/operator
can substitute a site-specific nethane generation rate in lieu
of the nethane generation rate constant (k). The site-
speci fic nethane generation rate is determ ned by the
owner/operator by using gas flow testing (Method 2E). This
site-specific methane generation rate could incorporate the
effects of | eachate recycling on the nethane generation rate

for that specific landfill.
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5. Question: In the rule 8 60.754(a)(1) requires
sources to use assuned values of K, L g, and CnyCC when
cal cul ati ng em ssions for the purpose of applicability. Many
sources in Region 9, particularly in Southern California and
Arizona, argue that these assuned val ues shouldn't apply to
t hem because of the arid environment in which they're |ocated.
How do you think we should respond to such argunents? In
addi tion, should we take this part of the regulations to nean
t hat sources nust use these sane assuned val ues for
determ nation of applicability under nonattai nment NSR as
wel | ? My experience has been that there is a vide variation
in the em ssion predictions -- up to an order of magnitude --
dependi ng on what val ues you use for these variables in
em ssions nodels. This could have a profound inpact on
cal culating the VOC offset requirenents for sone of the |arger
landfills being built in Southern California.

Answer : The 3-tier em ssion estimation procedure in
8 60.754(a)(4) allows the owner/operator to use site-specific
values for k, L o, and C\yOC, based on testing, in lieu of the
default constants if a landfill uses tier 2 or 3 em ssion
estimati on procedures. The site-specific values would refl ect
any uni que characteristics that would affect the em ssion rate
of NMOC for that particular landfill.

As nentioned previously, it is recommended that the
default values for the NSPS and the EG not be used for
estimating landfill em ssions for purposes other than the NSPS
and EG  The EPA docunent "Conpilation of Air Pollution
Em ssi on Factors" (AP-42) provides enission estination
procedures and default values that can be used for em ssions

i nventories and ot her purposes.
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6. Question: Are there any air nonitoring standards
for landfills in ternms of parts per mllion of NMXCs or
nmet hane?

Answer :  In 8 60.753(d) of the rule owners and

operators are required to operate collection systens so that
t he met hane concentration is | ess than 500 ppm above
background at the surface of the landfill. To determne if
this | evel is exceeded, the owner or operator is required to
conduct surface testing around the perineter of the collection
area and along a path traversing the landfill at 30 neter

i nterval s.

7. Question: Wien there is insufficient information to
use the em ssions cal culation fornmulas, can |andfil
owner s/ operators use AP-42 em ssions cal cul ati ons?

Answer : No, to determne applicability
consi stently, the owner/operator nust use the equations and
Tier 1 default values provided in the NSPS and EG to determ ne
NMOC em ssions or devel op site-specific values using the
Tier 2 or 3 procedures in 8 60.754 of the NSPS or EG
Landfills generally have the information needed to use the
procedures in the NSPS and EG

8. Question: Have any statistical conparisons been
conducted on the results provided by the two currently
approved test nethods for NMOC determ nation (Method 25 and
Met hod 18).

Answer :  No.

9. Question: Has EPA recogni zed any alternative

nodel s, other than the Landfills Air Em ssions Estimation
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Model . If one is proposed at the state | evel, what woul d be
t he mechanismfor getting this nodel approved?

Answer : Currently the EPA has not approved any
nodel s that can be used as alternatives to the Landfills Air
Em ssions Estimation Mbdel. Alternative nodels shoul d be sent
to Susan Thornl oe of EPA/ORD for evaluation. |In order for an
al ternative nodel to be approved, it nust use the em ssions
estimation equations in the rule (which are the sane as those

used in the Landfills Air Em ssions Estination Mdel).
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V. ELEMENTS OF A STATE PLAN

1. Question: Wat should be included in a State pl an
for inplenenting the EG?

Answer : A state plan should include the follow ng
conponents:

(1) Acceptable enforceable conditions/authority to
i npl enent the plan at the tine of submttal. This could
include certification by the State Attorney General;

(2) Em ssion standards, conpliance schedul es,
increments of progress -- in short, requirenents that are at
| east as protective as those set forth in the EG

(3) Docunentation of the public hearing held
regarding the draft State plan

(4) An inventory of the landfills in the State that
woul d be subject to the EG and their em ssions; and

(5) Provisions for source surveillance, conpliance
nmoni toring, and forwardi ng of enforcenent progress reports to
EPA.

2. Question: |If states adopt by reference the NSPS for
the EG will states still have to go through rul emaking, if
not, is EPA inplying that the States can sinply include the
requirenents in a Title Vpermt? |If the latter scenario is
true will the EPA have to receive a copy of the Title V
permts on or before Decenber 12, 1996, as satisfying section
111(d), and the public hearing requirenents as well? In
addition, do States have to subnmit a 111(d) plan if they are

adopting the landfill NSPS by reference for both existing and
new sources. |If the State's rul emaki ng procedure includes
public participation, would this fulfill the required el enent?
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Answer : The state will have to provide the
underlying authority through a nechanismthat is enforceable
by the State such as rul emaking, state operating permt, or
regul atory conpliance, or admnistrative orders. Title V
permts may not have that underlying authority. |If a State
uses a nechani sm ot her than rul emaki ng, an Attorney General's
opi nion i s encouraged.

Under 40 CFR 8§ 60.23(a), States are required to adopt and
submt to the Administrator a plan inplenmenting requirenents
of the EGwithin 9 nonths after pronulgation of the EG This
plan is required regardl ess of the enforceabl e nechani smthat
is chosen. Even if the State adopts the landfill NSPS by
reference for both existing and new sources, a State Plan is
still required to be submtted that has all of the required
el ements as specified in 40 CFR Subpart B. The rule is only
one part of this plan and typically does not contain all of
the required elenments for a State Plan. |In addition, even
t hough there was public participation in the devel opnent of
the rule, a separate public hearing is required on the State

Pl an, of which the rule is only one part.

3. Question: If individual air districts (as in
California) have public hearings for the district state plans,
does the state al so have to have a public hearing for the
overal | plan?

Answer :  No, the individual public hearings wl]l
suffice.

4. Question: Can the NSPS be adopted as the EGw th
the provision for the submttal and conpliance dates that are
specified in the EG?



Answer : Yes, if a State has the legal authority to
do this.

5. Question: How can | get a copy of a FR notice that
has al ready been published for a State Pl an?

Answer : 40 CFR Part 62, Approval and Pronul gation
of State Plans for Designated Facilities and Pollutants, lists
state plans that have been approved by EPA. Each state plan
is referenced to a Federal Register citation by |ocation and

dat e.

6. Question: Since the landfill rule also deals with
criteria pollutants (i.e., VOCs), wll the State/ EPA al so have
to do a SIP revision?

Answer : The section 111(d) designated pollutant is
[andfill gas, which includes both toxics and VOC and ot her
el enents. The State nust prepare a section 111(d) State plan
to inplenment the landfills EG for landfill gas. The NSPS and
EG regul ate NMOC em ssions as a surrogate for landfill gas.
This rule in no way adds to or deletes fromany obligation for
VOC control or toxics control. |[If a VOC or toxics threshold
is met, that may trigger other requirenents, such as PSD
review or a MACT standard or Title V permt, independent of
the NSPS and the EG A SIP revision would not be required

because of this rule.



VI . REPORTI NG REQUI REMENTS
1. Question: Wiat format should be used for the

reports?

Answer :  Appendi x H of the draft Enabling docunent
provi des an exanple format for these reports. The format is
not expected to change when the draft docunment is finalized,
however, States and |andfills have discretion to use anot her
format as long as all the information specified by the NSPS or
EG i s included.

2. Question: To whom should the reports be submtted?
Answer : Reports should be submtted to the

appropriate State air agency contacts. The EPA also strongly

reconmends that a copy be sent to the appropriate EPA Regi onal

Ofice contact |isted above.

3. Question: In developing their section 111(d) plan,
do the states need to require all landfills to submt design
capacity reports? Also, if a state is addressing the eni ssion
gui delines by regulating large landfills with Conpliance
O ders instead of a rulemaking, will they also need to require
the small landfills to do design capacity reports? How wil|
they do this if they choose not to do a rul emaki ng?

For states that do a negative declaration stating

that they do not have any large landfills: - WIIl we require
that all of the small landfills submt design capacity
reports?

Answer : The State must require that all landfills

submt the initial design capacity report. Submttal and

review of these reports hel ps ensure that the landfill have
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correctly calculated their landfill capacity and that snal

landfills that becone large landfills do not avoid regul ation.

4. Question: Section 60.757(a)(2) lays out the
requirenents of the design capacity report (map, maximm
desi gn capacity frompermt or calculations, etc.). |If the
DEP already has this information in its records fromwhen the
landfill was initially constructed (nmaybe even 30 years ago),
and the information is still accurate, must the |andfil
owner/operator submt this information hinself to satisfy the
RO?

Answer : At the very | east the owner/operator shoul d
submt a letter indicating that the information has been
subm tted previously, the date it was submtted, why it was
subm tted, and a signed statenent that the previously

submtted information is still current.
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/R MONI TORI NG
1. Question: One conmenter stated that it is

i nfeasi ble to conduct surface nethane sanpling in the winter

due to icy slopes and the sensitivity of the nonitoring
equi pnent in freezing tenperatures. |Is it acceptable to
exenpt landfills fromsurface nmethane sanpling in the winter?
M nnesota plans to do this in their rule, requiring nonitoring
at least three tines per year. The timng of the sanpling
will coincide with other sanpling at landfills in M nnesota.

Answer :  Section 60.755(c) of the NSPS requires that
each owner and operator nonitor the surface concentrations of
met hane on a quarterly basis. However, the NSPS all ows sone
flexibility in this requirenent. Section 60.753(d) states
that "areas with steep slopes or other dangerous areas may be
excluded fromthe surface testing." Al though it would not
exenpt a landfill fromall winter testing, this clause would
all ow the owner or operator to exclude nonitoring of dangerous
icy slopes. 1In addition, 8 60.756(f) allows "any cl osed
landfill that has no nonitored exceedances of the operational
standard (nmethane concentration greater than 500 ppm above
background at the surface of the landfill) in three
consecutive quarterly nonitoring periods to skip annua
monitoring." This clause would not apply to open landfills.

Under the authority of 8 60.13(i) of the NSPS
CGeneral Provisions, owners and operators of landfills subject
to the Landfill NSPS can submt witten requests to the
Adm ni strator for alternative nonitoring procedures or
requirements.

For existing landfills subject to the EG § 60.24(f)
of Subpart B gives States sone flexibility to allow owners or

operators of landfills to apply for "less stringent em ssion
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standards or |onger conpliance schedules"” if the landfill can
denonstrate that it would incur unreasonable costs, installing
controls is a physical inpossibility, or other factors that
make application of a |ess stringent standard or fina

conpliance tine significantly nore reasonabl e.

2. Question: For nonitoring, the enabling docunent
all ows the owner/operator to establish an alternative
traversing pattern that ensures equival ent coverage. Wuld a
well to well nonitoring nethod be equivalent to the nethod of
nonitoring at a 30-neter spacing and where vi sual observations
i ndi cate el evated concentrations of landfill gas (e.g. cracks)
as required in the rule?

According to the cormmenter the nonitoring nethod in
the rule would require the landfill to:

1. Mow and resurvey each quarter. The well to well
path is already nowed as it is used to
periodically balance the well field.

2. Walk 9 mles to cover the landfill, whereas,
sanmpling fromwell to well would only be 2.5
miles.

The comenter believes that one is nost likely to

see high concentrations between wells.

A proposed alternative nmethod would be to have them
do the full 9 mles once per year, then well to well the other
2 tines. A commenter noted that cracks may not be an issue
with a synthetic liner, so they should only be required to do
it well to well.

Answer :  Section 60.753(d) of the NSPS all ows the
owner and operator to establish alternative traversing

patterns that ensure equival ent coverage as the 30 neter
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interval pattern. Therefore, in order for the comenter to
inplenment their alternative sanpling pattern, the commenter
nmust apply to the regulatory authority for an equival ency

det erm nati on.

3. Question: Wy didn't the EPA require well to well
surface sanpling in the rule?

Answer : The 30-neter interval sanpling pattern
provi des a systematic nethod that ensures adequate |andfil
coverage. The well to well sanpling pattern would differ from
landfill to landfill depending on the spatial configuration of
the wells, may be nore difficult to define, and may not al ways

ensur e adequat e cover age.

4. Question: A commenter suggested two options to
surface nonitoring based on a California nodel

The first is "integrated sanpling”, which allows
conposite sanpling over an area. Wy did the EPA use a point
basis rather than a conposite basis?

The second option suggested was to obtain a range of
extraction rates that woul d neet 500 ppm and then mai ntain gas
extraction within that range, updating the effective range
every two years.

Answer :  Under the authority of 8 60.13(i) of the
NSPS CGeneral Provisions, owners and operators of landfills
subject to the Landfill NSPS can submt witten requests to
the Adm nistrator for alternative nonitoring procedures or
requi rements. Regarding the second suggested option, a
consi stent extraction rate would not work because landfill gas
production is a dynam c process that is not consistent in al

ar eas.
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5. Question: The rule requires a gas flow rate
measuring device that records the flow to the control device
every 15 mnutes or a |l ock and key to prevent bypass. The
comenter stated that their systens are designed to shut
everything off (e.g. the blower) if there is a problem for
exanple, with the flare. Can they disregard the gas flow | ock
& key requirenents as long as their systemis designed with no
means to bypass the control device?

Answer :  Yes, if their systemis determ ned to be

equi val ent by the regulatory authority.

6. Question: Can test data obtained using To-14 be
used in lieu of data obtained using Method 25C? The enabling
docunent provides only one reason for not allow ng To-14; the
cost. |Is there another reason, or are the nethods otherw se
equi val ent ?

A landfill already has test data using this nethod
and shows that one of Mnnesota's larger landfills would not
be subject to the standard because of too | ow of an NMOC
concentration. This landfill has a gas extraction system
al r eady.

Answer :  The rule requires that landfills neasure
NMOC, whi ch i ncludes nunmerous organi c conponents. To-14
(toxic organic test #14) neasures specific toxic conmpounds
which may not total to NMOC. Therefore, Test Method 25C nust
be used.

7. Question: Wuld EPA accept the site-specific

testing conducted in conpliance with Chapter 115 rule in
nonat t ai nment areas?
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Answer : Testing needs to neet the requirenents in
the rule, in ternms of test nethods procedures. A landfil
owner or operator or State could apply to use a different

method if they can denonstrate that it is equivalent.
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VI, M SCELLANEQUS

1. Question: The information requested in 40 CFR Part
60 Subpart Cc and WWV (8 60.757) requires that depth of refuse
be specified. The depth of refuse will vary in different
cells and will even vary within a single cell when base grades
of the cell are sloped to facilitate |eachate coll ection.
What is EPA | ooking for as an acceptabl e response? A range?
Wiy is this infornmation needed if the permtted volune is
speci fi ed? Regarding conpaction practices, what kind of
response is desired? A description of the conpaction
equi pnment used? A gate-to-bank conpaction ratio with gate
density specified? An in-place waste density? As regards to
t he annual refuse acceptance rate, is this a projected nmaxi num
for the life of the landfill or the project waste receipts for
the current year or is it the average waste receipts since the
landfill began receiving waste?

Answer : Section 60.757(a)(2)(i1i) specifies that the
maxi mum desi gn capacity that is reported in the State or |ocal
construction or RCRA permt be submitted in the initial design
capacity report. Only if this permtted value is not
available, or if the permt is by volume and the
owner/operator w shes to convert it to a nmass basis is the
owner or operator required to submt engineering cal cul ations
supported with data showi ng the depth of solid waste, solid
wast e acceptance rate, and conpaction practices. The
owner/ operator nust provide sufficient data to support the
calculations. |If depth varies or waste acceptance rate used
in the calculation varies, the cal cul ati ons and supporting
docunent ati on shoul d show what val ues were used in the

cal cul ati ons and expl ain why these val ues were used and how
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the variation was accounted for. |If the design capacity is

bei ng converted fromvolune to mass, a site-specific density
nmust be used in the cal culations. Supporting docunentation

must docunent and justify the density value used in the

cal cul ation

2. Question: Wat density should be used to convert
vol une waste to wei ght of waste?

Answer : If a landfill chooses to convert design
capacity froma volunme basis to a nmass basis for conparison
with the 2.5 million My exenption |evel (instead of the
2.5 nllion m3 exenption |level), the owner or operator mnust
docunent the calculations. An appropriate site-specific
density shoul d be used and docunented since density wll
depend on the type of waste and conpaction practices at the
[andfill.

3. Question: The criteria under which an MBWLF may
apply for a longer conpliance schedule or a |less stringent
em ssion standard is not well defined. Texas requests that
EPA provi de gui dance on specific conditions which may all ow
for such exenptions to apply.

Answer : Section 60.24(f) of subpart B states that:
"On a case-by-case basis for particul ar designated
facilities, or classes of facilities, States nay
provide for the application of |ess stringent

em ssion standards or |onger conpliance schedul es
t han t hose ot herwi se required by paragraph (c) of
this section, provided that the State denonstrates
with respect to each facility (or class of
facilities):
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(1) Unreasonable cost of control resulting from
pl ant age, |ocation, or basic process design;

(2) Physical inpossibility of installing
necessary control equipnent; or

(3) Oher factors specific to the facility (or
class of facilities) that make application of a |ess
stringent standard of final conpliance tine
significantly nore reasonable.”

More specific conditions cannot be provided at this tine
because the decisions nust be nade on a case-by-case basis

consi dering the specific situations.
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